hr. Stephen S.Uoscnfold Harold Weisborg 

The Washington Post 7C27 0*cJ Receiver Rd. 

15 St. , I1W " Frederick. MD 21702 

Washington, DC 20071 

\ 

Dear i-i r. dosenfcld, 

Because I Believe that $ou and 11s# Greenfield are among the best -informed 

in Washington and because I believe, that the person who wrote your today* s 

IS* KoY^jTi 

editorial, "Is the i p BI Going Downhill?"^I am astounded that you are not aware 
that all those you regard as current abuses of the FBI liave been its practise 
for yonrs. 

(I hope ^ou will once again excuse my typing, which can't be any better. 
And, 1*1.1 almost 84 ancflS^liad congestive liar^l-f allure twice in the past year.) 

Each and every one of those lab failings was conimonplace in my experiences 
with it andl/ith its work going back more tjaan 50 years 0 Add perjury, too. But 
that was ^t restricted to the lab. They were all capable of tliat. To prove it 
and in an unsuccessful effort to end it I placed raysolf under oath to allege 
it rather tlian having my lawyer state it in a motion only. The FBI 1 s xspnlj; 
reply throe pages of which I enclose was accepted by federal district court in 


Washington as a defense of proven perjury before it! So, why shquld the FBJ not^, > 

regard .itself as immune ijin its practise, of those abuses? Qb 4 ff 

iiy connections .;ith the FBI were over ‘Its work m the political assassi- 
nations. In my FOIA. law. id to I deposed four lab agemts. They proved Sanford 
U ngar's point in Ids book on the FBI in wldch he stated that the lab agents 
were carefully train^to confound cc(r&3 examination. It was quite a spectacle! 

Each was trained in accord with what ho could got away with and they were 
good at it. One even admitted £|uch of what tide editorial says and 'nobody paid 
any attention. ITot the judge and. not tho ’papers. 


I doUbt if many, if any, in the media have thought of the JFK assassina- 
tion as I do. I IkIlgvo that regardless of tho intent of the assassin or 
assassins, the assassination of a president is in effect a coup d*etat. If 

i 

t- o media, the Post in particular liad regarded it that way rather than skkbxsk 

seendrig to believe that tho nddia should s]/pport what was clearly t^\o 4 official 

lithology, I think miTch of our history/siheo/ then would liave been different. 

^ I a 

I beliobe, based on my experiences \/hen 1 could travel and speak to 

colleges and from inalterable calls and more titan 20, 000 letters from strangers, 

is that the media and tin government attitude toward the assassination is one 

of tho two greatest cause-.:, of diso/Vchantment with botft. 

George LarJner’s has been by far the best reporting on the assassination 


but it was entirely inadequate. lie knew how far tho Post woUld go an#/ he went 
no fa&thur* Put I do rcall that once when in one of those FOIA cases I got 
proof of lab liarj^y-»:uiIo r and phono ^ George at l^or.ie ho did tho story and then 
had to fight with Ids editor to get it printed* tf-l if llij (/{jV\^ /Jj> 

I tlu.nl: George will toll you that I never gave him# a bum steer or sought 
any personal attention* I do not non* I hi trying if) inform you, in the hope 
that it can mal:e a /difference* And that one difference can be a better FBI. 

The FBI deliberately deceived the Y/arren Commission which was, mostly, 
happy to bo deceived thtt way* Senator ttussell, with wliin I later liad a 
rolati one lap, was an xception but ho devoted little time to the Commission* 
jb did not agree with its most basic conclusion. Neither did John Sherman £oopor. 
The Commission oonnod both into be; licking tliat a replacing of the c cnolr/liij>on 
they would not agree to changed it but it did not. ^t was merely a ropla'^/bing 
of tho s^ie tiling, hade passible by tho deliberate PJ3I lab dishonesty that 
would hayb been apparent if tho media had not so totally accepted what it 

should $ot liaVe , proceedings entirely in secret when liad Oswald not been killed , 

» ) 

it would all have been public-abd telecast. X think the extent of this, by the 

lab, will surprize you. And it relates to tho most basic of tho alleged evidence. 

Please remember that I an alone in restricting my books to the official 

evidence . I assure you that critical as they are, going back to my first, of 

1965, I have yet -to got a call or a letter from any of those of whom I was so ' 

1 

critical compl joining of unfairness or inaccuracy* 

An^ example of the media prejudice on this is that the Post, and with it 
all the; major papers, refused to review any of my nine bookd. Including the 
yew more recent ones that wore published commercially. 


00 tho Post not only did not do tho reporting it should have done, it 
kept/; its readers from knowing about other sources of what the Post did not 

report to thorn. ^ But its record is bettor than that the NY Times at that.) 

Fv/'den ce /n the tlFN assassination was destroyed by the lab. No question! 

I stated it under oath and tho FBI was silent* In fact, it once provided fifth - 
grade hearsay to explain why it did not give mo what it should have in a lawsuit. 
It said it believed that evidence was destroyed, 

Thercjis little question about it, tho FBI framed two men as assassins 
when it ha<jthe evidence they were* net and could not have; been. I can say this 
because I liavo their evidence* 

1 could go on and on but I do not think you want to take tliat time. However, 
if anyone at tho Post wants me to, 1*11 toko tho time to give chapter and 

verse on what I say 


I bo Move tho Post, along with all tho media, ought give thought to what 
lias happened because of wliat it did not report that it could and should 
have reported* 

r Jo wliat it did to tho country and to popular attitude toward the rnodia* 


in history over tho Post's failings in assassination reporting. 

With all the faults you attribute to the FIJI lab its record in tho JFK 
assassination, do you believe there would be those f units today had they been 
reported in connect!#/ with the assassination? 

'.i’hon they have boon the practice for more tlxan 30 years, how much Jess 
than their being pori.ianont , tho word in your last sentence,^ have they been? 




Sincerely 


